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; RElvfARKS 

Responsive to the notice of non-compliance, the amendment has been redone here. In the 

■ 

prior version, multiple versions of at least one claim had been retained, due to a software bug in 
the computer of the undersigned. The undersigned had thought she had eliminated this problem, 
but then found that she had missed some instances* The undersigned is grateful for the 
opportunity to correct the claims. 

i 

Claims 5 1 , 66, 76, 79 & 80 have been amended to correct typos. Applicants respectfully 
submit that these typos were obvious erroTS, that the corrections do not change the scope of the 
claims, and that the changes were not in response to any rejection, 
j Claims 60, 63, 75 and 94 have been amended to correct formal problems. Applicants 

respectfully submit that these corrections do not narrow the claims and were not in response to 
any rejection. 

j Claim objections 

These objections appear to be repeated from the prior office action. In the prior 

j amendment the following argument was advanced in response to these objections: 

With respect to paragraph 7 of the office action, this objection is respectfully traversed- The 
! Expmi'n«r'& attention is directed to the cacee nf to M^yin^ac, j USPQ 2d 1474 (B(t Pat Applt. 

1 987) and la re Porter. 25 USPQ2d 1 1 44 (Bd Pat. Appb. 1 992) both of which authorize this type 
j of claim. 

1 
1 

! 
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In the present office action, the Examiner repeats the objection without responding to the 
previously presented argument. Applicants respectfully submit that this is improper. Correction 
is respectfully requested. 

Art rejections: general comments 

The art rejections are respectfully traversed. 

Since the reference in complex, Applicants will cunfine their remarks to thoye portions 

cited by the Examiner, except as otherwise indicated. Applicants make no representation as to 
the contents of other portions of the reference. 

Any of the Examiner's rejections and/or points of argument that are not addressed below 
would appear to be moot in view of the following. Nevertheless, Applicants reserve the right to 
respond to those rejections and arguments and to advance additional arguments at a later date. 
No arguments are waived and none of the Examiner's statements are conceded. 

The Examiner has not adequately demonstrated that the Chang document is prior art in 
view of the 131 declarations that have been submitted 

Moreover, if the Exoininer's rejection is based on the filing date of the provisional 
application for Chang, then Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner must make that 
provisional of record and demonstrate how that provisional allegedly anticipates the invention. 

Correction is accordingly respectfully requested. 

Claims 10 & 64 

Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has not adequately demonstrated tliat 
the indexing schem e of Chang falls within a reasonable tateiprctation of the phrase "constructs of 

22 
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'3 

| a mapping language." Applicants enclose a copy of p* 1 of the definition of "language" from the 

online encyclopedia "wikipedia.org." According to this definition, "a language is a system of 
symbols, generally known as lexemes and the rules by which they ore manipulated" Applicants 
do not believe that a mere indexing teaches or suggests a language. In feet, the indexing scheme 
of the reference appears to chop up XML documents into a table* rather than being a use of 
constructs of a mapping language. This rejection is accordingly respectfully traversed. 
Claim 64 is analogous* 

I Clftims 90, 94, pnd 96 

These claims ftcite Inserting constricts kfto a DTD to create atosnaotated DUX 
Against this recitation, the Examiner cites col. 1 2, line 40. This portion of the reference 
I relates to a DTD table with metadata information. Applicants respectfully submit that a DTD 

tabic is not a DTD, Perhaps a DTD can be generated from it, but it fails to teach or suggest an 
| a n nota te d DTD. 

Also, in the tabic of col. 12, lines 50-60, the DTD is in the storage area called "content," 
while the mete data is in a separate place called "infol " and 1nfn2." Accordingly, there is no 
teaching or suggestion of inserting constructs into a DTD, 



5 



5 



Claim 7ft 79 A EQ 

These claims recite, multiple heterogeneous data sources, using a single DTD 
corresponding to multiple data sources* creating an annotated DTD, and that a document 



I generated from the annotated DTD is guaranteed to conform to the DTD. 

5 
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For multiple heterogeneous data sources, the Examiner cites Fig. 3, the File System nd 
DB2. Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner is misconstruing the reference here, The 
File System 500 is a data source. However, as the E™nincr points out later, DB2 has DTD 
infonnation. The Examiner appears to be reading both the DTD and the data source limitations 
on the same item m the drawing, namely DB2 (300). Applicants respectfully submit that this is 
improper. 

The FraminfT states without support in the document that there ts a single DTD for 
multiple heterogeneous data sources. Column 1 5, lines 50-67, cited by the Examiner, teaches 
multiple XML documents having a single DTD> nor multiple data sources. Moreover, the 
assumption in this ponton of the reference is that the XML document is given. By contrast, the 
claim recites generating an XML document. 

The allegation that col. 12, lines 34-60 teaches adding annotations to the DTD is rciuted 
analogously to the arguments in the prior section relating to adding constructs of a mapping 
language to a DTD. 

Applicants accordingly respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to put forth a 
prima facts case against this group of claims. 

Claims 87 and 91 

These claims, similarly to those in the previous section, contain the limitations of at least 
two data sources and that the sources arc of different types. The Examiner cites the same parts of 
the reference again here. As stated before, The two files cited by the Examiner arc not both data 
sources. One contains DTD information. The rejection is accordingly respectfiilly traversed. 
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Claims 16. 5L& 66 

These claims recite that the constructs comprise at least one of a value specification and a 
binding $pooi&G*tion» 

Against this recitation, the Examiner cites portions of the reference that he believes teach 
value specification or binding specification. Applicants have looked at these portions and do not 
sec this — moreover the claims do not merely recite value specification or binding specification. 
They recite that the constructs inserted into the DTD are one of these. As far as Applicants can 
tell, the reference wholly fails to teach or suggest this concept, or indeed the insertion of any 
constructs into a DTD. Applicants accordingly respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed 
to make a prima facie case against these claims. 



Claims 19^2, 67 

These claims recite that at least one of the constructs comprises a parameter. Note that 
this is one of the constructs that ia being inserted into a DTD t The claims further recite that a 
value of the parameter is determinable at a time of generation of at least one respective XML 
element associated with a construct. 

The Examiner looks to coL 20, line 63 for parameters, Ibc parameters hero do not appear 
to be constructs inserted into a DTD. 

The Examiner then points to col. 22-23 for the determination of the values of the 
parameters* but the parameters in this second section appear to be wholly different parameters, 
from those cited in col. 20. The parameters of coL 22 appear to be related to retrieving XML 
documents, rather than to generating such documents, unlike the claimed invention. With 
respect to the updates referred to in col. 23 of the reference. Applicants arc again unable to 
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discern how the parameters are in constructs inserted into a DTD, Also it docs not appear that 
XML documents are being generated, as claimed, but rather updated, 

Applicants accordingly respectfully submit that the Examiner haa foiled to make a prima 
facie case against this group of claims. 

Claims 37, 58. and 73 

These claims recite associating an environment with a respective XML element to be 
generated. The term "environment" is defined in the specification at the last line of page 3 1 and 
first line of page 32. This definition states 4 a set of variable/value pairs 
called the "environment . 

Against this recitation, the Examiner cites a portion of the reference which refers to an 
XML table. Applicants are at a loss to understand how this table relates to an "environment" as 
defined by Applicants in their specification. Clarification is respectfully requested. 

Applicants respectfully submit that they have addressed each issue raised by the 
Examiner - except for any that were skipped as moot - and that the application is accordingly in 
condition for allowance. Allowance is therefore respectfully requested 
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Please charge any fees other than the issue fee to deposit account 50-051 0. Please credit 
any overpayments to the same account 

Respectfully submitted by, 



Anne K. Barschall, Reg. No. 31,089 
! 914-332-101 9; foe 914-332-7719 

! 4/4/2006 
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